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SOAH DOCKET NO. 473999199 
WC DOCKE7 NO. 20334 

EMERWWCY PETITION OF THE 9 PUBLIC UTILiTY COMMOSSION 
ADVISORY COMMISSION ON STATE 8 
EMEROENCY COMMUNICATWNS 6 OF TEXAS 
AND THE GREATER HARRfS COUNTY 5 
99ld EMERGENCY NElWORK FOR § 
DECLARATORY RULINGS ORDERING $j 
SCWTHWESlERN BELL TELEPHONE § 
COMPANY TO UNBUNDLE ITS 8-1-l $ 
‘NE’IWORKAN159~~-~‘D~TA~~E 3 
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM § 

SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPAlUY”S 
BRlEFlNG ON THRESHOLD LEGAUPOLICY ISSUES 

QOlO 

COMES NOW BOWWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY (SWST) with & 

brief responding to the six questions contained in the “Order RequeMng Briefing an 

Threshold LegaUPolicy Issues” issued by the Texas Public Utility Commission (PUC) on 

February 8‘1999, 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Advisory Commission on State Emergency Communications (ACSEC), Greater 

Harris County (GHC) and SCC Communications Corporation’s (SCC) propose to “unbundle” 

the provision of E-911 services by splitting out the integrated components that constjtute 

routing for the E-91 1 service, i.e., the associated E-911 Selective Routing database, and 

the physical components used to link this database to the E-911 tandem switch. SCC than 

seeks to interconnect with SW673 tek%ommunications network at the tandem switch to 

infJeft b Own f’OUthg aM’ot da& which would direct an end-user’s call to the pmper ‘pubjio 
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Safety Answering Paint” (“PSAP”).’ SCC argues that they provide this data interjection 

function toseveral major Incumbent Local Exchange Carriera today and should be allowed 

to provide this function under contract to ihe 911 agencies. (See SCC Motion to Intervene, 

PUC Do&et No. 20334 p. 2) However, SCC fails to mention that they perform thf function 

as an agent (i.e., sub-contractor} to those LEGS and not as a competitive E-911 database 

se&e provider to the local 811 agencies, as proposed in Texas. This relationship between 

SCC and the CECs allows the LECs to m;aintain control over the quality of service that they 

are responsible to maintain in the perfdnnance of their obligation to deliver 911 calls, i.e., 

SCC is directly accountable to each LEC through wntrad to meet specific performance 

and reliability requirements. The business relationship proposed by SCC and certain Texas 

911 agencies would take away SWBT’s ability to control the quality of service they provide 

in routing and delivering 911 calIs, i.e., SCC would not be directly acwun@&$ b SmT, 

thUS SWSr would be placed in the untenable position of being responsible for acJmpl&hg 

the call without the ability to ensure the muting information is appropriate. 

Of even more imwrtance, SCC also fails to mention that they are the sole prc~v~er 

Of this dab inbl@Cfi function in those mas where they have been mn~~ed b provide 

FEB-12-1999 14:@3 
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t SCC wants to operate a Database kinagement SystBm that consi& of three fundonal components - 
8 Management System, a Sek%Ve Routing database, and an Al.1 database. 7he Management System 
provides overall management for a 911 database system. It houses the ‘Master Street Address Guide, 
pfoce.ses service order infofIn8tion. updatea the SekctlVe Routing and AU databases, and genera&8 
raparts. The Selectike Routing database contains records that are used by an E-Q11 tandem switch 
during cali proces8ing to ffelemrin8 rOuting for a 911 call. The Automatic Lncatian ldentiiicatibn (ALI) 
databee Provides the name and location of the c%kr and the emergency senrices serving the Cai)8fg$ 
kxWm to the Public &vice Afwering Point (PSAP) receiving 8 Gil call. SCC also wants the SWBT 
E-91 1 bndsm Switches to query the SCC Selective Routing d&&se as the tendems pmas 911 waifs 
to determine muting for those 911 oak. SWAT employs E-91 1 tandem switches 10 mute 911 malls to 
designated PSAPs. Each SWAT E-91 I tendem switch must query a Selective Routing database in the 
Eowsf! of PWe8Sing a 911 oall for infomwtion (Le., an Emergency Setvice Number, ESN) that it can ~98 
to determine muting kr the PSAP designakd to rrtoejye the 011 call. The Semve Routing analon is 
intW81 b¶ the E-gid WIdf%I switch a5 the Switch can only query one Sel8ctive Routing database. See 
has asked MT ba qwede their E-w1 network to enable the operation of two Sewtie Routing 
databases. 
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this service. That is, SCC is a subcontractor of Am&tech and U.S. West, and in that 

capacity SCC provides the Selective Routing database that Lucent provides for SWAT. In 

those companies, a$ vueli as in SWBT, the Selective Routing function is provided either 

directly by or through subcontract with the E-911 network provider. That arrangement is 

necessary because cunent E-911 systema do not technically support an environment 

where an E-911 tandem switch would query multiple databases for routing information. 

Although, the SESS E-91 I tandem is the only switch type employed by SWAT that even has 

the ability ta directly query the SCC database far routing infarmation; even the SESS E-91 1 

tandem does not have the ability to query both the WVBl’ Selective Routing database and a 

second adjunct database as requested by SCC.: Moreover, neither 1A ESS and DMf+11)0 

E-91 1 tandems used in Texas can dire&y query the SCC database for muting informatfon. 

SWBT has legitimate network integrity concerns about querying a third party’s 

database during oafI prooessing to determine routing fbr a 911 calf. If SWBT has to query 

multiple third party databases to determine where to route the call, while an emergency call 

is on the line, the 911 call may be delayed for a number of reasons. In querying a third 

party database, 911 is dependent upon the reliability of other service providers’ equipment 

and the interconnecting netwarlc between the service providers. For example, the qualify of 

service in terms of calf setup delay and the number of calls experiencing default muting can 

be adversely effected. 

Operational procedu~ employed by third party database providers can have a 

major imp& on the 911 oait routing (e.g., what is an acceptable down-time, what are 

’ SCC has asked SW61 fo modify their SE@ E-91 1 tandems in a way that wouti allow the tandems to 
query an SCC database in %kffkio~ to We SWAT datahese. The ability fcr a SESS E&l tandem to 
dinctty query mqre than one databa* for routing inf&fnafian is not available ta&yy. 
of any phs by the mmHs%hmr (Lucent) t0 develop this capability in the future. 

MT is not aware 
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backup and restore capabilities end procedures; how long does it teke to recover 

from a catastrophic failure: how well is the system malntaiwd; how heavy is the system 

loaded, etc.). Another consider&ion is that overall reliability of the routing system will be 

degraded frum its current level by adding additional possible points of failure (e,g,, a second 

database, the interconnecting f&work, increased oomplexii in our system by the 

eristgnce of n&w algorighms and procedures needed to determine which d&base to 

query), Finally, ~11 processing delay would be incurred as a result of adding multiple 

decision trees in soff~are to determine with which provider the Selective Routing data is 

Stared. 

It stands to reason that othfr third party database previdevs operating in the Stale of 

Texas may well demand similar ecoess. Based on these very real concerns fix the inte& 

of this vital emergency network, our recommendation remains, as previously offered, that 

SVVE3T and SCC jointly work with the State of Texas to explore AIN feasibility concepts over 

the ooming months separate and apart tim the Pilot Phase. 

SCC does not have a CertlfMe of Convenience and Necessity to provide 

telecommunications se&es, nor does SCC have a Certificate of Opereting Authority or a 

Senrice Provider CertifMe of Operating Authority. Indeed, SCC does not claim that it ts e 

provider of any telecommunicattons service of any sort but admits, instesd, that it is an 

information eeMces provider. (See SCC Response to SWBTk Motion to Dismiss at 3) 

The Federal Telecommunicatkns Act (FTA) limits $WBTs obligation to 

provide intertxmneotiin at any technically feasible point to requesting telecommuniasons 

carriers. The PTA similarly limits SWSTs obligations to provide nondiscriminatory aeM= to 

unbundled network elements at any technically feasible point to requesting 

telecommunications carriers. SWT, therefore, has no duty under the FTA ~CI provide 

inteR=in%tion or ~GCBS to unbundled network elements to infomlaflon sewi= providers, 

FEB-12-1999 14: 04 512 480 9200 97% P. 13 

, 



02/12/gg FRI 15:58 FAX 512 480 9200 CASEY GENTZ & SIFUENTES 

FEB 12 1999 12:25 FR SWP' ‘,tJS-f'IN EGQL 512 870 3420 TO 9&C 70 P.07117 

su& as $CC. In addition, iti evaluating technical feasibilii, the FCC found that “nti!QatiVe 

nefwork reliabil?ty effects are necessarily contrary to a finding of technical feasibility. Each 

uarder must be able to retsin responsibility for the management, control, and performanoe 

of its network?” 

Question 1 

II. SMfBrS RESPONSES 

’ IS ?$~~&tig&t?dunderwtmwfedemt tawto p~vtdmambundtedwcess ta WB-1-1 
network and 41-l Database Management &&em setvktW 

No, SWBT is not required under state or federal law to provide unbundled 

access to its 911 network to a company that is not a telecommunications carrier. Section 

251(c)(3) of the FTA provides: 

..,ezrch incumbent local exchange carrier has the following duties...(3) The 
duty to provide, to any mquastlng telecommunications carrier for the provision 
of a telecommunications service, ‘nondiscriminatory access to network 
elements on an unbundted basis at any technically feasible point. (Underline 
added for emphasis.) 

SW5Ts obligation to provide access to unbundled +work elements therefore IS 

limited to requesting teiewnmunieafion carriers for the provision of telsoommunicationa 

service. SWBT has no obligation to provide non-telecommunications carriers, such as 

SCC, access to unbundled network elements under the FTA. 

SCC iS not a telecommunications carrier under the FTA. TeJecommuni#ptlons mrrier 

is det!nsd in the flA as a “...provider of telecommunications service. ..” 47 U.S.C, 157(4g). 

Telecommunications in turn is defined as w . . Me transmidon, between or among points 

specified by the user, of information of the usel’s choosing, without change in the form or 

’ II FCC Rod 15498, In the Mattet of Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the 
Tela#lmmunicatitw Act of 1998, Interconnection between Local Exchange Carriers and Commercial 
Mabile RadiQ Se&-e P~OMEVS, CC Dockets gS-98 and 95-185, August 8, lQ86, paragraph 203, 
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content of the information as sent and received.” 47 U.S.C. 157(48). SW is providing a 

uatabclso management service to the State of Texas and is by its own adyission, an 

information service provkier. It is not transmitting calls containing information between 

points spe&iwi by the end-user. SCC, therefore, has no tight under the FTA to receive 

unbundled access to SWB’t3 911 neZwork.~ 

In addition, the unbundling requirements of the FTA make clear that the 

telecommunic&ns car& requesting network elements must use those elements to 

provide teiecornmuniwtlons service. ACSEC, GHC, and SCC do not want access to 

unbundled network elements to provide t&communications sewice. Instead, ACSEC, 

GHC, and SCC want SWBT to query an SCC database containing routing instructions to 

&Mmine how SWBT should route a 911 wll over SW6rs network. This goes far beyond 

the FTA’s requirements and is not te~hnlcally feasible 4s explained in foNnot& 1, The F”fA 

requires SWf3T to make certain parts of its netwodc available to requesting 

telecommunications carriers to provide telecommunications s~~lces. The ACSEC, GHC, 

and SW want to require SWAT to use a third party vendots database in the pmisiin of 

1 The U.S. Supreme Court ruxwly vacated the FCC’s rules on the specific unbundled network elcmem that the 
EXE mum e&r requtig teleoamraunioatian, carriers and remanded to the FCC &e issue of which unbundled 
network elemcn!s must be made available to requesting telecmmticntiont carriers, Until the FCC has an 
oppom&y &I promu1gate ucw rules Mhnpl@g with the U.S. Supreme Cuutt’s standards, no further unbundling 
shld be n&red. 47 LFJZ. 51.319 
s In its Respozm to 8WBTs Motion to DJlrmiss, SCC argued that under federal law, SWBT must &r&h providera 
of i&rmation sewices, which include E-91 1 sarviers, with ams5 to &CT network5 on an unbundled b&s 
pursuant to FCC’s Computer ud Computer III de&icms. This is wrong. As the FCC stated i6 its 911 Forbearance 
Order, “Prior to the 19% Act, the Cwnoliasion established, in the Computer II artd Compuret III Pmceediugs, a 
ngulatery regime that distinguished h@weea bssic and ukmced services. In 1982, shortly before the Cmputcr JJ 
rules fkt took efkt, khe Camman Crier Bureau (Bureau) waived those rules to permit AT&T and iu then 
affilietd BdCs tm 0oatim.w to O* E-911 seti= and smxkaed customer premises on an integrate ba&.” 
P&km fw Far&- &w the Applimth of Stxtian 272 of the Camrmnniciu~6nr Act of 3934. Mmorcntrhrm 
O&r, CC lhcket No. 96449, February 6, 1998, puragnph 13. Them &refixe has bcm no huiing that the 
FCO Cwrwr U and Campw ill rules apply to E-91 1 setuices and thy those pies raqti the unb&fi~~g that 
SCC is suggesting. 

@lo15 
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SWBl% own t8lecomrrtunications services. Nowhere does the FTA require SW61 to 

use a third party’s database to provide SVVE3Ts own telecommunications services. 

AS to SWBTs Q-14 network, the Federal Communicatik Commission (FCC) found 

that network functions that am centralized in taandem switches, including the routing of calls 

to operator senrices, and call-Mated databases that aE used in the routing of calls, are 

network elements, 47 C.F.R. 51.319. In regard to 9-l-l Database msnagerrtent systems, 

SVVBT is required under the FCC’s 911 Forbearance Order to provide unaffiliated entities all 

ii$tinQ Monatton, including unlisted and unpublished numbers as well as the numbers of 

other LECs customers, that it uses to pr&de E 911 seamy. S!#BT *k required to provide 

these listings at the same rates, tears, and conditions, if any, it charges or imposes on b 

own E-911 services. SWBT has comptied with this requirement by offering to ptide a 

service order extract of listing information, including unlisted, unpublished, and independent 

and CLEC listing Infknalion, to SCC, on the same terms, conditions, and rates that SWBT 

imposes on its own 911 services. 

In regard to state law, PURA authoriies unbundling of an incumbent carrier’s 

network under TeX. Util, Chde 5 80.021 and 5 60.022 (b). T?w pertinent provisions are as 

fOllOWS: 

6 60.023. Minimum Unbundling Requimmwt 

At a miniium, an incumbent local exchange carrier shall unbundle ffs 
neWork to the extent the Federal Communicattons Commission orders. 

§ 60.022. Commission Unbundling Qrdem 

(b) Before ordering further unbundling, the commission must consider 
the public interest and campeWe merits of further unbundling.e 

a The care pertinent provision was dated in the pre-Code codifiwtian uf PUfW BS lollows: The 
commission may order furthw unbundling only after considering the public interest and competitive merit% 
of further unbundling.” Art ~&#GO 5 3.452(c). 
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PUM defines ?elecommunications provider” in a way that expn%sty @xcludes ” a 

provider of enhanced or information services, or another user of tdeCcfT?mUni~tfons 

services, who does not also provide telecommunications services.,..” Pub. UfIL Code §§ 

5~.002(10) & (19) (8); knnally art g 3,002(11). In reaching a decision to unbundle any 

tetecommunioetions service, PURA requires the Commission to consider both the “public 

intprmst’ and “competitive merits. of the proposal. When the affected seryioe is E-Q1 i, with 

its great importance tb the safety and w&belng of Texas citizens, the weight accorded to 

public interest concerns, such as the speed and reliability of E-Q11 service, greatly 

outweighs the very limited “competitive merits” of having two entities, instead of just one, 

able to insert routing information into the local network, 

ACSEC elsewhere cites Tex. Util. Code § 61.041 far the premise that the PUC can 

prohibit WVBT hm discriminating in favor -of an aifiiiate and against any other person in 

providing or procuring a service, and Tex. Util Code 3 58.053 for the propcsition that SWT 

can be ordered to modernize its 911 network, specifically by making it digital. AC$EC 

Petition at 3 and at 5 n. 3. The “affiliate discrimination” statute is not applicable, as SV@-f 

does not My on any affiliate in rendering E-911 services because SWBT provides such 

services. 

Question 2 

No. SWAT is not obligated under state or federal law to allow other provides dieti 

access to SWfQT’s Q-l-1 tandem to permit real time data interjection for the purpose of real- 

time muting Of 61-l yak. ‘fhe ACSEC, GHC, and SCC want this Commjssion to; 1) find 

that an infOn?Micn service provider, such as SCC, can directly conned b ~~7”s gq 1 

fsndem switches, and, 2) then find that SWBT must query a rating instruction database 

9 
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majntained by SCC to determine how SWBT should route live 911 calls over SWBT’s 

network. (See discussion of network concerns on pp. 4-5.) 

SWBT has no obligation under the FTA to interCdnnect its facilities with a non- 

telecommunications pmvjder. Section 251(c)(2) prcrvides: 

“...each incumbent local exchange carrier has the following duties..2) The 
duty to provide, for the facilities and equipment of any requesting 
telecommunications carrier, inteerormnection with the local exchange carrier’s 
net~~ork.” JUncieriine added for emphasis.) 

The FTA limits interwnnectlon to requesting tele~mmunicMion$ c&iitb;, SWBT, 

therefore, has no ebliiatiort under the FTA to permit SCC, an information service provider, 

to interconnect its facilitii with SWBl% 911 tandem switch. 

Like the RA, PURA recognizes a clear distinction between telecommunications 

providers and those who of%r an information service, PURA in fact defines 

YMcommunications provider* in a way that expressly excludes l a provider of enhanced or 

informatiin services, or anOther User of telecommunications services, who does not also 

provide telecommunications senriw ,..,m Pub. Util. Code 55 Si.O02(10) 8 (10)(B); formerly 

art. § 3.002(11). 

A physical connedion to SWBT’s network coupled with an ability to affect ali muting 

constitutes a frbrrn of interconnection. 6ut “interconnection,’ in the form alkjwed under 

pum, i~~d~es me tm@‘IakBn Of iOwl inftm?Xchang8 tmfiiC Of another loCal achange 

=m)any or holder of a service provider certjficate of operafing authority within the local 

calling area of the terminating local exchange company or certificate holder for c& that 

originate and terminate in thie State.’ Tex. Ufil. Code § 60.121; formerly ad. 1~6~-0 Q 

3.458. 

PLJRA ais0 defines the pravision of ‘access to 911 service” as a ‘[b]a& local 

telecommunications service.b Tex. Utt Code (s 51.002(1)(E); formerly art. 1446c-0 5 

10 
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* 

3.002(l)(E); see alsa Pub. Util. Code 8 58,OS?(8) (formerly art. 1446c-0 § 3.353(a)(8)) 

@t&g that providing “access to 911 senrice” is a ‘basic n&work service”). 

SCC, an information service provider, shoukl not be allowed to interconnect with 

SWSTs network. The PURA provisions set out above indicate that SCC is not entitled to 

aek interconnection unletc it is Dually a provider of ‘local intraexchange traffic.” See 

Ta. Util. Code $ 60.121: fomerly aft. 144800 5 3.458; see also 16 TAG $ 23,97(b)(l) 

(“Rule 23.97’) (restating this statutory standard in its definition of ‘interconnection”). Rule 

23.07 also make8 clear that the purpose of interconnectIon is ‘to ensure that all providers of 

telecommunications senrices which are ct?t’tifi~ated to provide local exchange set&e . . . 

within the state interconnect and maintain interoperable networks . . . . 

The Substantive Rules on Interconnection also provide that the Certified 

Telecommunications Utilii (CTU) “. . . is responsible for selectively routirig a 9-l-l customer 

call to the appropriate CTU’s tandems or applicable Public Safety Anwwirrg Point (PSAP) 

IIs applicable based on the AM or location of the Ealler.” See, 16 T.A.C. 

$23.97(e)(l)(B)(N). SWBT, therefore, is responsible under the Interconnection Rules for 

selecWely routing an end-user’s 911 calls to the appropriate PSAP. lnfomation sewb 

providers, such as SCC, have no responsibility under the Texas Substantive Rules an 

lntercrrnnectlon for determining how 911 calls should be rouw. 

Queewl3 

b SWBr tWigMod under an&r ptvhibifed by state or fad-/ kw to d.~s~jme 
customer pn3ptietaty natwar9c lnfimafim to a third party data&m pmtidw b 
maintain the State’s $+ll database and route #=1-f calls’, 

SwB+ is prohibited under Section 222 of the FTA hm d&Wing Cu$bmer 

PmPfietay Network lnfonnation (CPM) to unaffiliated parties without the customf$ 

consent. CPNl is defined as “information that relates to the quantity, technical 

Configuration, type, destination, and amount of’ use of a t&aommuniagom semi- 

11 
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subscribed to by any customer... -” 47 U.S.C. 222 (f), 

me ACSEC, GMC and SCC want SCC to have a dltect feed into SWBT’S Service 

Order System (SORD), which contains end-user customer IBCMIS regarding the 

telecommunication services they have ordered. SectIon 222(c) of the FTA, however, 

provides: 

Privacy Requirements for telecommunications wtiera. Except as required by 
law or with the approval of the. customer, a telewmmunicatians ,r;arrier..that 
receives or obtatns customer proprietary network information ,..shall only use, 
disc%%, or permit acceaa to . ..customer proprietary network information in its 
provision of (A) the telecommunications service from which the information is 
derived, or (B) senkea necessary to, or used in, the provision of such 
tfzbcommunkationa senrice,, .Dt 

SWAT, therefore, is prohibited by law from granting third party vendors, such at 

SCC, a direct feed to SWE?T’s Service Ordering System (SORD) without the customer’s 

author&&ion, since SORD contains customer network proprietary information (CPM) 

reflecting the telecommunications services ordered and used by the customer, 

Although Section 222 of the FTA prohibits SWBT fmm providing SW a direct feed 

into $wBTs SORD system, SWST has offered to provide SCC a senrice other extract fmm 

SWBTa SORD system. The extract contains the subscriber name, address and telephone 

number for all listed, uniiited, and unpublished SWBT customers and other LEC customers. 

Subscriber name, address, and telephone number alone is not CPNI under Section 

222(f)(i)(B) of the FTA. SWBT has offerad to provide this extract twice a day to SCC. 

There is no provision in Texas law that alters the requirements of the federal law. 

r The Senate Report indicates that the “by law” provision was intended b permit d&&we of customer 
pmprietary network inrormsltion (CPNI) in response b a court order. 
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QuestIon 4 

Is the Comm~s$ic?n’s W&g in the hga-ArbitrWc~n / pmceedi..g that 3(tVBT c8 eat 
rrrquhd to allow Signsling Sysfem 7 (SSI) advanced intelligent access fram #Cl’s 
Service Control Point’ dispcM!lve In this matter? 

The reasoning of the Commls&ion’s ruling is disposithre. The PUG has addm$aed 

the same issue in an qrder dated November 7, 1998 in Megadrbitration I (Consolidated 

Docket Nos. 18189, 18198, 18226, 15285 & 16290). The PUC ruled that “SWBT is not 

required to allow Signaling System 7 ($$7) advanced intelligent access from MCI’s Service 

Contml Point (SCP).” (See Paragraph 6, p. 7) This MCI access Issue is precisely the same 

as the issue presented here in that querying a third party database allows many 

opportunities to jeopardize 911 call routing as explained on pages 2-5 of this Brief. 

In the Mega~Arbitration MCI raised this issue in its Petition for Arbitration at page 23 

by stating as follows: 

MCI submits that SWBT should be rt?quimd to make available its databases 
(for both non-call processing and call processing functions) and signaling 
capabilifles... MCI should be permitted to designate the $ignalirrg point of 
interconnection for access to databases and signaling at any technically 
feasible point. 

The FCC’s First Report and Order in CC Rocket 98-98 also addresses this issue in 

sevanl places. At q 479, the FCC states that “incumbent LECs, upon request, must 

provide nondiscriminatory access to their signaling links and STPs on an u&w&d bagis, 

However, the FCC oontinues at V 480: 

Because of the screening We played by the STP and a$sociated network 
reliability concerns that were raised in the record, however, we do not require 
that incumbent LECs permit requesting carriers to link their own STPs directly 
to the incumbents switch or cali@ated databases, (Emphasis added) 

But then the FCC concludes at 7 485: 

We conclude that it is not technically feai 
associated STP. . . . We, therefor 

Bible lo unbundle the SCP from its 
. _ re, timphasize that access to cdl-related 

da&bases must be provided through interconnection at the $TP and that we 
do not require direct access to W-related databases. (Emphasis added) - 
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Question 5 

Yes. Section 251(c) of ihe PTA provides that a telecommunications carrier can 

wuest intermnnectfon with the incumbent local exchange carrier. A third party that 

provides Q+1 database services, therefore, would have to provide telecommunications 

services before it oen request interconneotion. Even if a third party providing 9-1-l 

database services were to become a telecommunications carrier, Section 251(c) provides 

that interconnection is for the purpose of transmitting end routing of telephone exchange 

and exchange access services. The incumbent local exchenge oerrier, therefore, is 

required to permit other tetecemrnunications carriers to interconnect, to the incumbant$ 

facilities so the other teleoommunicatlone carrier can transmit and mute telecommunications 

hfic over the incumbent% facilities. The FTA did not overturn or eliminate the State 

certitication requirements, Under the FTA, for SCC to be a carrier, it is required to get state 

certification. 

Question 6 

Yes, the FCC’s 9-l-l Forbearance Order imposed certain obligations on the Bell 

Operating Companies (EKES) if they wished to continue to provide 94-1 service from their 

telephone companies, in that docket, the FCC found that the listing intbnnation retrieved by 

the PSAP from the BOC’s ALI database constituted an intarLATA inforrnatfon service since 

the PSAP crossed LATA boundaries to retrieve the information. The FCC then examined 

whether it muld forbear from requiring the BOCs to provide 911 service from a separate 

272 affiliate because of the interlATA informatIon Service component of 911, and instead 

permit the BOGS to provide 911 service from the telephone company. 7’k FCC n&d mat 

14 
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BOCs could provide 911 $ervice fmm the telephone company, provided the BOC made 

available the listing information in their ALI databases to competing entities on non- 

discriminatory terms, SWBT has oemplied with this requirement by off&ng to provide s 

service order extrect of listing informatkIn to SCC. 

The duty to pmtde listing information in SVVBT~ AU database was the only 

obligation imposed on SWBT. The FCC imposed no other obligation on SWBT to provide 

third party vendors, such as SCC, any additional information, senrices, unbundling or 

interoonneotion. 

Conctuslon 

Syv~Ts proposed network solution provides a means to accomplish SCC’s 

iumtienal requirements. Due in part to the Texas Request For Off&s, SWBT began the 

development of our praposed ALI-&-AL1 Steering and Telephone Number/Emergency 

Sen&e Number (TN/ESN) functional requirements Last fall. This method, provides fbr 

wmpetitl@y neutral Selective Rauting updates. All third party database providers, as well 

as our own Seleotive Routing update process, would be handled in the same manner and 

frequency of update. This process also provides the ease of transfer of subscriber records 

between PSAPs when utilizing different database providers. 

SWEIT enceumges the PUC to dismiss this Petition and allow ACSEC, GHC, SCC 

and SVVB’r to continue to participate in the development of 911 standards in Project No. 

19203. This will also ellow the parties to work together to implement the Pilot ProBram. If 

the parties work with SWBT on these standards, B satisfactory resolution can be faciliihj 

in a timely manner. 

15 

FEB-12-1999 14:09 512 48E1 9288 98% P~31 



02/12/99 FRI 16:02 FAX 512 486 9200 CASEY GENTZ % SIFUENTES 

FEB 12 1999 12:28 FR sf AUSTIN LEGRL 512 670 3420 TO 94I 200 P. 17/17 

Respectfully Submitted, 

MELANIE S, FANNIN 
Vice P&dent and General Counsel- 
External Amirs-Texas 

ANN E. MEULEMAN 
General Counsel-Austin 

. -* 
Senior Caunsel 
Bar Card No. 20834250 

Thomas J. Balk 
David F. Brown 
Christian A, Bourgeacq 
L. Kirk Kriiner 
Timothy P. Leahy 
Mary W. Marks 
Kelly Murray 
J. David Tate 
Jo& F. Varela 

SOUTHWESTERN BELL 
TELEPHONE COMPANY 
Legal Department 
4618 Guadalupe, Room 600 
Austin, Texas 78701 
Tel: (512) 8?0-5708 
Fax: (512) 870-3420 

@I 024 

I, Garty S. Want?, Senior Counsels kr Southwestern Bell Telephone 
Company, certify that a copy of this document was served on all parties of tword in this 
proceeding on the 12*ciay of February, 1999 in the following manner: 

By hand delivery, facsimile and/or by U.S. Mail. 

** TOTRL PQGE.17 *it* 

FEB-12-1399 14:09 512 480 3200 97% P.24 


